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Decision letter (RSOS-192092.R0) 13-Jan-2020 Dear Professor Zhu:
Title: Influent factors on pyrene-based CMC determination and a simple method of preparing samples Manuscript ID: RSOS-192092 Thank you for your submission to Royal Society Open Science. The chemistry content of Royal Society Open Science is published in collaboration with the Royal Society of Chemistry.
The editor assigned to your manuscript has now received comments from reviewers. We would like you to revise your paper in accordance with the referee and Subject Editor suggestions which can be found below (not including confidential reports to the Editor). Please note this decision does not guarantee eventual acceptance.
Please submit your revised paper before 05-Feb-2020. Please note that the revision deadline will expire at 00.00am on this date. If we do not hear from you within this time then it will be assumed that the paper has been withdrawn. In exceptional circumstances, extensions may be possible if agreed with the Editorial Office in advance. We do not allow multiple rounds of revision so we urge you to make every effort to fully address all of the comments at this stage. If deemed necessary by the Editors, your manuscript will be sent back to one or more of the original reviewers for assessment. If the original reviewers are not available we may invite new reviewers.
To revise your manuscript, log into http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/rsos and enter your Author Centre, where you will find your manuscript title listed under "Manuscripts with Decisions." Under "Actions," click on "Create a Revision." Your manuscript number has been appended to denote a revision. Revise your manuscript and upload a new version through your Author Centre.
When submitting your revised manuscript, you must respond to the comments made by the referees and upload a file "Response to Referees" in "Section 6 -File Upload". Please use this to document how you have responded to the comments, and the adjustments you have made. In order to expedite the processing of the revised manuscript, please be as specific as possible in your response.
Once again, thank you for submitting your manuscript to Royal Society Open Science and I look forward to receiving your revision. If you have any questions at all, please do not hesitate to get in touch. Comments to the Author(s) This work concerning the new method for measuring CMC value. This manuscript previously was submitted to RSC Advances, and I was one of the referees. The former version of this manuscript was rejected by me, because of the applicability of analytical method. The authors mentioned something like "which demanded the same fluorospectrometer, the same excitation and emission slit widths of the same fluorospectrometer and even the same measured number for sample measurement." I believed that this type of new method for measuring CMC value is useless.
Yours sincerely, Dr Laura Smith
For this revised manuscript submitted to Royal Society Open Science, the paragraph like "which demanded the same fluorospectrometer, the same excitation and emission slit widths of the same fluorospectrometer and even the same measured number for sample measurement." has been deleted by the authors. However, nearly all the data included in the revised manuscript are same as that of in previous paper. Therefore, the authors should demonstrate the reliability of their methods with a point by point response to the reviewer's comments, before this paper can be published.
My reports for the former version of this manuscript was copied below:
In this manuscript, depending on their previously invented sample-preparation method (III), the authors are trying to develop a new method for measuring CMC value by using pyrene as probe.
Although quite a lot of data were included, this work still cannot be published in present state. The reasons are as following:
1, A useful analytical method should have better applicability. Obviously, the things like "which demanded the same fluorospectrometer, the same excitation and emission slit widths of the same fluorospectrometer and even the same measured number for sample measurement." are completely useless. 2, The authors should explain why the surfactant SDS or CTAB from different suppliers have different CMC values. Is there any impurity? 3. The editing of the paper is very careless. For example, "The main text of the article should appear here with headings as appropriate." appears at the beginning of main text. And there is "Bibliography" before each reference.
Reviewer: 2
Comments to the Author(s) Critical micelle concentration (CMC) is an important parameter of surfactants with wide applications. The determination of CMC using fluorescence dyes should be a general method. In this work, the authors compared the conventional methods (I and II) and the method (III) developed for CMC probes with aggregation-induced emission (AIE) characteristics. This work is well conducted and organized. This topic is interest and should be of broad audience. I recommend the acceptance after the following issues could be addressed. 1. The determination of CMC of surfactants using fluorescence has been extensively inverstigated previously. Why the authors choose to use the AIEgens to determine the CMC. 2. The advantages using AIEgens to determine the CMC of surfactants should be clearly described during revisions. 3. The AIE effect has also be utilized for determination of the CMC of AIEgens-containing amphiphilic copolymers. I suggest the authors add some contexts about the AIEgens-containing copolymers and their applications. Some related reviews and reports (e.g., Chemical reviews 109 (11), 5799-5867, Applied Materials Today 9, [145] [146] [147] [148] [149] [150] [151] [152] [153] [154] [155] [156] [157] [158] [159] [160] Dyes and Pigments 148, [52] [53] [54] [55] [56] [57] [58] [59] [60] Materials Science and Engineering: C 81, [416] [417] [418] [419] [420] [421] Materials Science and Engineering: C 80, [708] [709] [710] [711] [712] [713] [714] Materials Science and Engineering: C 80, [578] [579] [580] [581] [582] [583] Materials Science and Engineering: C 80, [411] [412] [413] [414] [415] [416] Materials Science and Engineering: C 79, [563] [564] [565] [566] [567] [568] [569] Materials Science and Engineering: C 79, [590] [591] [592] [593] [594] [595] Materials Science and Engineering: C 78, [862] [863] [864] [865] [866] [867] Chemical Engineering Journal 308, [527] [528] [529] [530] [531] [532] [533] [534] Polymer Chemistry 8 (37) , 5644-5654, Materials Science and Engineering: C 66, 215-220, Materials Science and Engineering: C 94, 270-278, Journal of colloid and interface science 519, 137-144, Chemical Engineering Journal 337, 82-89, Journal of colloid and interface science 513, 198-204，Nanoscale 7 (27), 11486-11508, Polymer Chemistry 5 (2), 356-360, Polymer Chemistry 5 (2), 399-404.) should be mentioned and cited during revisions.
Author's Response to Decision Letter for (RSOS-192092.R0) See Appendix A. -192092.R1 (Revision) Review form: Reviewer 2
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Is the manuscript scientifically sound in its present form? Yes
Are the interpretations and conclusions justified by the results? Yes
Is the language acceptable? Yes
Do you have any ethical concerns with this paper? No
Have you any concerns about statistical analyses in this paper? Yes
Recommendation?
Accept as is Thank you very much for further considering our revised manuscript version entitled "Influent factors on pyrene-based CMC determination and a simple method of preparing samples" for publication in Royal Society Open Science.
